Rhee, Seongha. 2016. On the emergence of the stance-marking function of English adverbs: A case of intensifiers. Linguistic Research 33(3), 395-436. Stance-marking is nearly ubiquitous and possibly inevitable in most instances of language use. One of the prominent functions of English adverbs is their stance-marking function, especially in the domain of illocutionary modification, i.e., intensification. This paper addresses the developmental processes of 72 stance-marking adverbs tracing their lexical origin in history, focusing on their source characteristics and mechanisms whereby they acquired this (inter)subjective function. A historical analysis reveals that the lexical sources of these stance-markers largely belong to four major semantic categories, i.e. MARKEDNESS, COMPLETENESS, EMOTION and TABOO. Among the notable observations is the pattern of semantic change involved in the development, i.e., abstraction from the referring function or description of tangible objects to denoting highly subjective meanings. Another notable aspect in the development is their movement toward form-function iconicity, i.e., use of adjectival forms in place of adverbial forms. Also evident in the development are (inter)subjectification, creativity, renewal and frequency effect, among others. (Hankuk University of Foreign Studies)
Introduction
In his discussion of diverse personal and interpersonal aspects of linguistic communication, Stubbs (1986: 1) aptly notes: "whenever speakers (or writers) say anything, they encode their point of view towards it [...] The expression of such d. EVIDENTIAL: Direct, Indirect, Inferential, Reportative, Nonvisual, Witnessed, Non-witnessed, Sensory, Assumed...
English adverbs and stance
Linguistic forms marking the speaker's stance, e.g., stance adverbs, degree modifiers, and focus and scalar particles, can be used to indicate the degree of strength of the meaning of a proposition as a whole or in part, by way of signaling evidence, certainty, confidence and insistence. There have been studies that observed certain patterns in the development of these stance adverbs. For instance, in a discussion of interpersonal and metalinguistic uses of stance adverbs, Powell (1992: 76) asserts that a whole class of stance adverbs e.g. actually, generally, loosely, really, strictly, etc., show similar development, i.e., from manner adverbs to encoding the speaker's normative judgment respecting degree or conditions of truth, and as adverbs of modality which may act preemptively to inform and to persuade a hearer of the nature and importance of the speaker's evaluation.
In a similar vein, Traugott (1995a) also asserts that English degree modifiers, e.g. very (<'truly'), pretty, awfully, virtually, etc., all began their life as manner adverbs and over time became particles indicating the speaker's assessment of the normative referentiality of the lexical item selected (Traugott 1995a: 44) . Traugott (2010: 32) also notes that diachronic development of stance adverbs may create polysemy and homonymy. This type of functional divergence is observed in the contrasts of 'They competed fairly' vs. 'The answer is fairly straightforward' and 'It really happened' vs. 'That's really nice,' etc.
Intensifiers

An inventory
Partly due to the terminological complexity noted above and partly due to the gradient nature of the strength of illocutionary force modulated by the speaker, there has not been a well-established inventory of stance markers in English, and, for that matter, in any language. Speakers and writers frequently experience internal desire to be expressive (mostly by increasing force but, albeit less frequently, by reducing force, as well) in any discourse scene as part of a persuasion strategy, and recruit diverse linguistic resources to fulfil that desire. For instance, Altenberg (1991) observes that boosters form an open class; and thus anything can be an intensifier, e.g. absurdly easy, etc. (also see discussion in Simon-Vandenbergen 2008 : 1530 .
The present study draws upon the inventories of earlier studies, i.e., Benzinger (1971) , Quirk et al. (1985) , Lenk (1998) , Cheng and Warren (2001) , Ito and Tagliamonte (2003) , Athanasiadou (2007) , Hoeksema and Napoli (2008) , Mendez-Naya (2008) , Nevalainen (2008) , Simon-Vandenbergen (2008) , Tagliamonte (2008) , Jung (2009) , Yaguchi et al. (2010) , Wittouck (2011) , among others. Stance adverbs taken from these studies are sorted according to the following selectional criteria: (i) the form is a monolexemic adverb, (ii) it has the ability to modify adjectives, adverbs or propositions, (iii) it encodes evaluation or reflects the speaker's positionality, and (iv) it modifies the illocutionary force of the modified by way of intensifying it. Based on these criteria certain forms that fall under the categories of pure discourse markers, adjectives, interjections, or periphrastic forms are excluded. This selectional procedure renders a total of 72 terms that qualify as intensifiers, as listed in (3) 2 . (3) absolutely, actually, assuredly, awful, awfully, bloody, categorically, certainly, completely, damn, darn, dead, deeply, definitely, dreadfully, emphatically, enthusiastically, entirely, exactly, exceedingly, excellently, extremely, fabulously, fairly, fantastically, freely, fucking, fully, genuinely, gloriously, hella, highly, honestly, immensely, incredibly, insanely, just, keenly, literally, madly, magnificently, marvelously, mightily, most, positively, precious, precisely, pretty, quite, rather, real, really, remarkably, sincerely, so, splendidly, strongly, super, superbly, supremely, surely, terribly, terrifically, too, totally, truly, unbelievably, undoubtedly, unquestionably, utterly, very, wonderfully 
Categories and subcategories
Despite the numerousness of the intensifying stance adverbs in the target 2 This list is by no means exhaustive mainly due to the gradient nature of the notion 'intensification'. This list is slightly expanded from an earlier version following the suggestion of a reviewer. awful, awfully, dreadfully, terribly, terrifically inventory it is observable that there are certain semantic categories from which they originated. This state of affairs bears significance in grammaticalization studies with respect to the significance of sources, cf. the Source Determination Hypothesis (Bybee et al. 1994: 9-12) . 3 In broad terms, they come from four major semantic fields: MARKEDNESS, COMPLETENESS, EMOTION, and TABOO. These major categories can be further divided into 18 subcategories, as shown in (4). 4 (4) English intensifiers by source categories 3 The main idea of the Source Determination Hypothesis is that "the actual meaning of the construction that enters into grammaticization uniquely determines the path the grammaticization follows and, consequently, the resulting grammatical meanings" (Bybee et al. 1994: 9) . 4 An anonymous reviewer raises an issue of justification regarding the categorization presented here. Most categories, be they ontological or conceptual, are non-discrete by nature and allow overlap, and, thus, a level of variability is unavoidable in analyses involving categorization. Single-member categories involve the granularity issue. They are well addressed in, among numerous studies in linguistics, psychology and cognitive science, Taylor (1995 Taylor ( [1989 ) and Smith (2015: 188-192; cf. 'quirky properties') . Thus, the categorization here, largely based on the researcher's intuition, is admittedly contestable. These issues are of great theoretical import and may warrant future research. 
Diachronic emergence and developmental paths
A diachronic survey of the stance adverbs in our inventory reveals that they have undergone significant semantic bleaching often to the point of complete loss of original conceptual meaning (cf. Desemanticization, Heine and Kuteva 2002: 2) . Bleaching may result in the loss of link to original source domains. The surviving elements are used to express the high degree of certainty and speaker's commitment.
A few remarks in the context of diachronic investigation are in order. First of all, a scrutinizing inquiry into the historical development of all individual items is beyond the scope of this study both for space limitation and for our immediate interest of obtaining synchronic and diachronic views of English stance adverbs from a telescopic viewpoint. For this reason, the present study is necessarily cursory in approach in investigation of the development of individual intensifiers.
Secondly, development of a linguistic form is always gradual and non-discrete exhibiting layering and overlapping at multiple levels, particularly at the semantic level. A natural consequence of this state of affairs, in our research context, is that there is no way to establish the unequivocal date of a form when it began to function as an intensifying stance adverb. Thus, we draw upon the authority of the Oxford English Dictionary (OED henceforth, 1991, 2nd edition) for the semantic designation and functional classification of individual items, whereby we can determine with reasonable conviction the dates of the earliest attestation of such usage. With this regard, the lexicographers of the OED state that the historical record, though not complete, is "usually sufficient to enable [the lexicographers] to infer the actual order [of significations]" and list the significations in the order they appear to have arisen (OED 1991 [print this study lends a full credit to the OED lexicographers for their expertise in establishing semantic categories of significations. For this reason, the dates indicated in this study need to be taken not conclusively but as an approximation (for discussion of this and related issues, see Rhee 2004: 401-402; Barcelona 2003: 230; Clausner and Croft 1999) . The dates thus determined from a survey of the 72 stance adverbs of intensification can be presented as in (5). 5 (5) Emergence of stance adverbs by centuries (no century-internal ordering) 5 The adverb insanely is listed among the forms encoding "extreme positive emotion" commonly used by "deceptive CEOs", in Larcker and Zakolyukina (2010) , perfectly matching the intensifier criteria given above. The OED, however, lists only "in an insane manner, madly" as its designation, and thus its intensifier date is not indicated in the table.
As shown in (5) the development of intensifiers did not occur frequently prior to the 14th century, even though the exact reasons of which are yet unknown. The 14th century marks an explosion of stance adverbs and numerous forms follow suit in the ensuing years. Now we turn to a brief discussion of the development of the stance adverbs by categories, exemplified by representative cases in each subcategory.
Markedness
Comprising 34 stance adverbs in seven subcategories, the MARKEDNESS constitutes the primary source category. This is a natural consequence since 'emphasis' per se (the core notion of intensifiers) is closely related with the notion of markedness.
The subcategories, as illustrated in (4) above, are SURPASSING, INSANITY, DIMENSION, ABILITY, VIVIDNESS, VIRTUE, and IRREALIS. Semantic change that operated in the development of these stance adverbs led them to the point where diverse source aspects are neutralized and only the 'markedness' notion is highlighted.
[SURPASSING] The intensifiers in the subcategory of SURPASSING are excellently and exceedingly. According to the OED, the source form excellent and its derivative adverb excellently have undergone semantic and functional change that can be schematically presented as (6a), and the stance adverbial function is exemplified by the citation in (6b), also taken from the OED (formal highlight added for enhanced conspicuity in citations hereafter). 6 (6) a. [ The adverb madly (and insanely as well) originally makes reference to pathological physiological condition, i.e., madness. But the semantic bleaching eliminates the notion of deviance from sanity around the 18th century as shown in 'passionately' that lacks the negative connotation. The ensuing semantic change to 'extremely' also eliminates the physiological aspect from the previous stage and highlights markedness in general.
[DIMENSION] The intensifiers in the subcategory of DIMENSION constitute the largest subcategory with highly, utterly, most, deeply, extremely, supremely, immensely, rather and super. The intensifier highly is among those that have the longest history whose semantic change and example are shown in (8). The history of the adjective high, as shown in (8) goes back to OE, in which it meant 'tall', i.e., being lofty in terms of the vertical dimension. However, this spatial notion becomes bleached to mean 'greatly', being extraordinary in any dimension. Similarly, the other members in this subcategory have undergone semantic bleaching in which dimensional axes (upward, downward, size, time, etc.) are neutralized through semantic bleaching, thus merely highlighting the unusual extent.
[ABILITY] The intensifiers in the subcategory of ABILITY are keenly, strongly, pretty, and mightily. The intensifier pretty, which is productive in PDE, has undergone change as shown in (9) along with its first attestation in OED. As shown in (9), pretty is an OE adjective which signified mental and physical ability. In the 16th century the semantic component of mental and physical capability is bleached and the remaining semantic notion, i.e. empowering, is highlighted.
Similar developments are also attested with the other intensifiers in this subcategory.
[VIVIDNESS] The intensifiers in the subcategory of VIVIDNESS are gloriously, fairly, remarkably, superbly and splendidly. The semantic change of fairly, still in common use in PDE, is illustrated below: 7 (10) a. The adverb fairly, as indicated in (10), originally included the semantic component involving qualities in the physical domain such as 'beautiful' and 'gentle', the latter describing physical motion or bearing. However, physical vividness, e.g., visibility, attractiveness, lucidity, etc,, neutralizes into mere markedness.
[VIRTUE] The intensifiers in the subcategory of VIRTUE are truly, precious, 7 An anonymous reviewer suggests that fairly may be categorized under the [VIRTUE] category. Despite its predominant usage in PDE in relation to virtue, this contemporary usage dates back to the 17th century. OED significations suggest the vividness, splendor, grandeur, etc. as the dominant meanings of fairly from OE to the 16th century, when the intensifier usage emerged. sincerely, just, and honestly. The semantic change of the intensifier truly, still in common use in PDE, is as follows: (11) As shown in (11) above, the source meaning of truly is 'faithfully' rather than its more apparent modern meaning related to factual correctness. This semantic component becomes bleached in the 13th century and, as a consequence, it comes to mean 'indeed' which is closer to the modern meaning. Similarly, the other intensifiers in this subcategory undergo semantic bleaching, whereby virtuous aspects, e.g., faithfulness, value, uprightness, honor, etc., are neutralized into markedness.
[IRREALIS] The intensifiers in the subcategory of IRREALIS are incredibly, wonderfully, unbelievably, fabulously, marvelously, magnificently, and fantastically. With seven members, this subcategory constitutes one of the largest. The development of the intensifier marvelously is schematically given in (12). The intensifier marvelously originates from the 14th century adjective marvellous that signified 'surprising', something related to the state of affairs that is not expected in a given situation. Irrealis, by virtue of deviance from the reality, is itself marked. Cognitive and perceptual irrealis features are neutralized and only the markedness survives and becomes highlighted.
In the preceding exposition of the intensifiers under the MARKEDNESS category, one intensifier from each subcategory was chosen for a cursory view of its semantic change and its attestations in OED citations. The lexical source meanings and their first attestation date of the 34 intensifiers are summarized in (13).
(13)
Intensifiers in the MARKEDNESS category
Completeness
The category COMPLETENESS consists of 25 members in total in four subcagegories, i.e., ENTIRETY, ABSENCE OF OBSTRUCTION, REALITY, and ATTAINMENT. The diverse semantic aspects in these subcategory meanings, variously referring to COMPLETENESS, have become neutralized and the resultant notion of completeness is highlighted.
[ENTIRETY] The intensifiers in the subcategory of ENTIRETY are so, fully, entirely, absolutely, completely, exactly, definitely, precisely and totally. The semantic change of the intensifier absolutely is as follows:
[Phlebotomy (blood extraction) is absolutely better.]
As shown above, the intensifier absolutely originates from the adjective absolute, the meaning of which basically relates to being whole and thus independent from others. With the intensifiers in this subcategory, the notions originally present in the source meaning along with the notion of entirety in various dimensions such as volume, degree, etc. are bleached to the point where only the general core meaning of completeness survives.
[ABSENCE OF OBSTRUCTION] The intensifiers in the subcategory of ABSENCE OF OBSTRUCTION are quite, freely, positively, categorically, certainly, surely, assuredly, undoubtedly and unquestionably. 8 The progressive semantic change of the intensifier quite, one of the most common intensifiers in PDE, is illustrated in (15) completely and cleanly his right arm with all the hand.]
The intensifier quite originates from the ME adjective quit, the meaning of which is related to 'having no obligation or debt; free, clear.' With the intensifiers in this subcategory, the notion of absence of obstruction of various kinds is neutralized and completeness is highlighted.
[REALITY] The intensifiers in the subcategory of REALITY are very, really, genuinely, real, literally, and actually. The semantic change involved in the development of the intensifier very is as follows: (16) The intensifier very, one of the top frequency intensifiers (see discussion 5.4), originates from the adjective that meant 'real, true', which ultimately can be traced back to the Old French verai and further to the Latin vērus 'true' (OED). The motivation behind this development is intuitively straightforward because matching the reality suggests completeness. Diverse attendant aspects are neutralized and completeness survives and is highlighted.
[ATTAINMENT] There is only one intensifier in the subcategory of ATTAINMENT, i.e., too. Its semantic development is given in (17). (17) The intensifier too, often with a negative connotation for being excessive, originates from to, a marker of direction, commonly for dative as well in MoE, contrary to the common misconception that too and to are only homonyms (they are in fact heteronyms). The source lexeme to is one of the oldest prepositions/adverbs and expressed "motion directed towards and reaching: governing a n[oun] denoting the place, thing, or person approached and reached" (OED). In other words, unlike the modern day preposition to that may merely encode 'direction', it originally signified 'attainment' or 'reaching' the referenced landmark by the trajector in addition to 'direction' or 'orientation'. 9 The notion of attainment or reaching develops into completeness, the very basis of the semantics of intensifiers. 10 In the preceding exposition of the intensifiers under the COMPLETENESS category, one intensifier from each of the four subcategories was chosen for a cursory view of its semantic change and its attestations in OED quotations. The lexical source meanings and the first attestation dates of the 25 intensifiers are summarized in (18).
(18) Intensifiers in the COMPLETENESS category 9 For instance, in an OE example, Ic ðaer furðum cwom, to ðam hring-sele (Beowulf 2010) "There I went to the ring-hall first (to salute Hrothgar)", Beowulf not only moved to but also arrived at the ring-hall, as encoded by the preposition to (translation taken from Kim 2013: 402-403) . 10 According to the OED, the adverb too is the stressed form of the preposition to, which in the 16th century, began to be spelt too (see details under too, adv.). It is widely known that historically English prepositions and adverbs often share the origin and are differently classified in terms of grammatical category only by means of the absence and presence of a noun following them. 
Emotion
The third category of source lexemes for the intensifying stance adverbs is EMOTION. Along the development of the lexemes in this category, the diverse affective aspects as part of their semantics are neutralized and only the associated emotive value becomes highlighted.
[FEAR] The intensifiers in the subcategory of FEAR are dreadfully, terribly, terrifically, awfully, and awful. The semantic change that occurred to terribly in its development into a intensifier is shown in (19).
(19) a.
[terribly] 1400 terrible 'causing terror' > 1473 terribly 'very painfully' > 1500 'in a terrible manner' > (1668) 'very, excessively' b. 1668 A. Marvell Let. 28 Nov. in Poems and Lett. (1971) II.82 He is here a kind of decrepit young gentleman and terribly crest-falln.
As shown above, the notion of invoking terror is neutralized in the course of the development of the intensifier terribly. Only the emotive value toward a state-of-affairs is highlighted. Similarly, the notions of fear and dread are bleached in the other intensifiers in this subcategory.
[FERVOR] The intensifiers in the subcategory of FERVOR are emphatically and enthusiastically. The semantic change associated with the development of the intensifier enthusiastically is as follows: As shown with the intensifier enthusiastically above, conative states induced by religious empowerment are neutralized and the associated fervor becomes highlighted. A similar kind of development is also attested with emphatically.
In the preceding exposition of the intensifiers under the EMOTION category, one intensifier from the FEAR and FERVOR subcategories each was chosen for a cursory view of its semantic change and its attestations in OED quotations. The lexical source meanings and the first attestation dates of the seven intensifiers are tabulated in summary in (21).
(21) Intensifiers in the EMOTION category
Taboo
One of the intriguing states of affairs that is commonly found across languages is that taboo terms are frequently recruited in the development of intensifiers (Peters 1994 , Stenström et al. 2002 , Napoli and Hoeksema 2009 , Murphy 2010 , Wittouck 2011 . Taboo terms, by virtue of their unacceptability and avoidability in interactive scenes, adds force to the linguistic form.
[BLOOD] There is only one intensifier in the subcategory of BLOOD, i.e., bloody. The semantic change of the intensifier bloody in its development into an intensifying stance adverb is as follows:
(22) a.
[bloody] OE bloody 'containing blood, resembling blood, covered with blood, blood-red, bloodthirsty, sanguinary' > c1225 'with blood' > 1676 'absolutely, completely, utterly' b. 1676 G. Etherege Man of Mode i. i. 10 Not without he will promise to be bloody drunk.
There has been a number of hypotheses with respect to the development of bloody into an intensifier (see OED for details). One of the suggested sources in OED is "the oaths referring to the blood of Christ (e.g. Christ's blood!, God's blood!)". OED also notes that the intensifier use of the adjective bloody predates that of the adverb by a century.
[DEATH] There is only one intensifier in the subcategory of DEATH, i.e., dead.
The semantic change of dead is shown in (23). Death, referring to the cessation of life of an animate being, undergoes semantic bleaching to the point that it does not involve the loss of life. Only the notion of firmness or absoluteness, originally associated with death, survives the change and becomes the basis of the intensifier (see Blanco-Suárez 2014 for detailed analysis of the intensifier dead from ME).
[CURSE] The intensifiers in the subcategory of CURSE are damn and darn. The latter, according to OED, is an arbitrary perversion of the former. This kind of arbitrary formal mutation is commonly observed in curse words (e.g., Gee/Jeez/Gee whiz for Jesus, gosh/golly/goodness for God, fink/figs for fuck, shoot/shucks for shit, etc.). The semantic change of damn is sketched in (24) As shown above, damn (and damned) originally carries a theological notion of condemnation but only the force associated with it survives the semantic change. This force of irretrievability or firmness becomes the semantic basis of the intensifier.
[HELL] There is only one intensifier in the subcategory of HELL, i.e., hella. Probably, the intensifier hella, according to OED, originates from helluva (adj.) or hellacious (adj.) through clipping or shortening. The semantic change associated with it is as follows: As shown in (25) above, the intensifier hell is of recent origin, developed from the noun hell that denotes the dwelling place of the dead. The insuperable force associated with it becomes the basis of the intensifier.
[SEX] There is only one intensifier in the subcategory of SEX, i.e., fucking. Despite its high frequency in use, the intensifier fucking is coarse slang thus The OED does not provide the meaning of fucking and simply provides its functional classification as an intensifier. This suggests that the intensifier fucking only carries the intensifying function without any identifiable denotation. Another noteworthy point is that in the OED quotation above, the intensifier is not spelled out but appears obscured with asterisks. The OED comments that the number of asterisks and contrast with the less vulgar b-h ('bitch') suggest that the obscured word may be fucking. This pattern of obscuring this intensifier is still in practice in 'decent' writing. This strongly suggests the level of vulgarity and avoidability associated with it.
In the preceding exposition of the intensifiers under the TABOO category, one intensifier from each of the five subcategories was chosen for a cursory view of its semantic change and its attestations in OED quotations. The lexical source meanings and the first attestation dates of the six intensifiers are summarized in (27).
(27)
Intensifiers in the TABOO category
Discussion
In the foregoing section the patterns of semantic change that the intensifiers have undergone, though in a cursory manner, are presented along with the examples of their usage. Now we turn to a discussion of the issues that bear theoretical import.
Grammaticalization
The first issue relates to the status of the phenomenon, i.e., the development of intensifiers. The perspective assumed in the present study is that of grammaticalization and the issue that arises immediately in this context is whether the development of intensifiers qualifies as grammaticalization. From a simplistic view of language as consisting of the open-class and closed-class linguistic forms in mutually exclusive dichotomy, adverbs as a word class have open-class productivity and thus they appear to be disqualified as a grammatical category. We, however, argue otherwise.
Traditionally, grammaticalization has been viewed as a process of the increase of the range of a morpheme advancing from a lexical to a grammatical or from a less grammatical to a more grammatical status, e.g. from a derivative formant to an inflectional one (Kuryłowicz 1965: 69) . Hopper and Traugott (2003[1993] : xv) define grammaticalization as the change whereby lexical terms and constructions come in certain linguistic contexts to serve grammatical functions, and, once grammaticalized, continue to develop new grammatical functions.
Then the key issue in the present context is whether the intensifiers carry a 'grammatical' function. We argue that they do. Grammar does not simply refer to rules governing morpho-syntactic patterns. Various devices, ranging from individual sounds to discourse, that give language its form all constitute grammar (cf. Rhee 2007 for discussion of related issues). This view calls for a broadened view of grammar to include discourse structure (thus, discourse markers) and intersubjectivity marking (thus, stance adverbs), among others (for a discussion of expanded notion of grammar, see Kaltenböck et al. 2011 ).
In addition, according to Heine and Reh (1984) , grammaticalization is an evolution whereby linguistic units lose in semantic complexity, pragmatic significance, syntactic freedom, and phonetic substance, respectively. Numerous studies also characterize grammaticalization as often accompanying p h o n e t i c reduction, syntactic rigidification, and semantic abstraction (Heine et al. 1991; Hopper and Traugott 2003[1993] ; Geurts 2000) . Many, though not all, of these characteristics are exhibited in the course of the development of intensifiers.
Furthermore, Heine et al. (1991) , Heine et al. (1993) , Nevalainen (2008) , among others, acknowledge the categorial differences of adverbs from the open-class (nouns and adjectives) and the closed-class (adpositions, conjunctions, etc.), and place them in between along the cline as in (28) (see also Rhee 2016: 114-117) . In this view, adverbs are detached from, thus, more grammatical than, the lexical categories.
(28) lexical > (adverbs >) adpositions > case affixes > zero (Heine et al. 1991: 167) Another relevant point is that some intensifiers have developed, or are currently in the process of developing, into discourse markers. Discourse markers have received much attention among discourse analysts and grammaticalizationists alike, and many of the latter consider the development of discourse markers an instance of grammaticalization (Traugott 1995b; Wischer 2000; Diewald 2011; Rhee 2014; contra Waltereit 2006; see, for alternative concepts, Norde 2009; Frank-Job 2006 for 'pragmaticalization'; Heine 2013; Heine et al. 2013 for 'cooptation' of theticals). Therefore, if the development of discourse markers qualifies to be an instance of grammaticalization, the development of intensifying stance markers, by virtue of their being on the same continuum moving toward the pole of discourse markers, may also qualify to be one.
Subjectification, intersubjectification and interactivity
Semantic change is ubiquitous in language. One of the most interesting aspects associated with the development of the intensifier function is that of semantic change. As noted in the exposition of individual adverbs, the stance adverbs often originate from the forms whose semantic designations involved the referring function or description of tangible objects. This meaning becomes gradually bleached out through the increase of abstractness, which later becomes the semantic basis of the speaker's stance, i.e., intensification. This is well illustrated by the two intensifiers, really and quite, as in (29). (29) a. really: originated from Latin res 'matter, thing', i.e. the first-order entity 'actual', 'in fact' > the use with reference to the speaker's opinion rather than a fact b. quite: Latin quietus 'at rest' with reference to stopping movement (cf. English quit) termination > nothing more, free > extremity > intensification As shown in (29), really and quite are both traceable to Latin etymons, which denoted the first order entity and physical cessation of locomotion, respectively.
These are categorical examples of the "meanings based in the external described situation" (Traugott and König 1991: 208) , the basis of subjectification as proposed by Traugott and König (1991: 207-212) with their Semantic-Pragmatic Tendencies, as summarized in (30).
(30)
Semantic-Pragmatic Tendencies I. Meanings based in the external described situation > meanings based in the internal (evaluative/perceptual/cognitive) situation II. Meanings based in the described external or internal situation > meanings based in the textual situation III. Meanings tend to become increasingly situated in the speaker's subjective belief-state/attitude toward the situation
The stance markers under the present analysis exhibit the Tendencies I and III by virtue of carrying the function of marking the speaker's evaluative and attitudinal stances. It has been noted that semantic bleaching that recurrently occurred to the source lexemes led them to increased subjective meaning. It is also noteworthy that subjectification is gradient along the continuum between the two poles: the concrete, lexical, and objective, on one end, and the abstract, pragmatic, interpersonal, and speaker-based, on the other. In other words, semantic change from source lexemes to intensifiers tend to be gradual rather than abrupt, e.g., madly: mad manner (pathological) > passionately (emotion) > extremely (manner) (see (7) above), even though detailed trajectories of change for each intensifier could not be elaborated for the interest of space.
Furthermore, the developmental path of these intensifiers is largely in support of Traugott's (2010) directionality of [non-subjective > subjective > intersubjective] and Athanasiadou's (2007) [property > quantification > intensification > emphasis]. For instance, concreteness associated with objective meanings of a source lexeme tend to acquire subjective meanings, thus subjectification (cf., again, 'pathological' > 'emotional,' with madly), which proceeds to the interactional meaning (cf., again, 'emotional' > 'stance of manner,' with madly). A similar interpretation is also available to Athanasiadou's directionality in part, i.e., [property > quantification > intensification], especially with the intensifiers in the COMPLETENESS category. For instance, the intensifier absolutely originates from its adjectival counterpart absolute, which signified absence of dependence in its earliest attestation, which changes into a marker of degree 'completely' from 1425. The OED notes, under this signification, "in later use frequently as simple intensifier" and also states that it comes to mean 'certainly, definitely' from around 1825 in colloquial usage as an interjection (e.g. Yes, absolutely; she will tell you herself, OED, tr. B. de Molleville in A. Thiers and F. Bodin Hist. French Revol. I. 523). This series of change well exemplifies [property] (of being autonomous and independent) > [quantification] (of being complete, full) > [intensification] (to the fullest degree).
In general, intensifier usage is closely related to interactivity by virtue of its prominent function of intensifying the propositional meaning for the speaker's desire to facilitate securing the addressee's attention. It also involves intersubjectivity in the sense that the speaker seeks shared common ground or epistemic/affective states of affairs with the addressee. As exemplified with individual examples in the foregoing discussion, (inter)subjectification involves the reanalysis as coded meanings of pragmatic meanings arising in the context of speaker-hearer negotiation of meaning (Traugott 2010 ). 11
Form-function iconicity
A noteworthy aspect associated with the emergence of stance adverbs is the movement toward form-function iconicity, as displayed by some of them. For instance, in PDE real and really are in use as intensifiers, the former often denounced as 'ungrammatical' by prescriptivists. Some relevant forms are as listed in (31).
(31) a. real vs. really b. very vs. verily c. precious vs. preciously d. awful vs. awfully
To illustrate the point, let us briefly look at the history of very and verily for contrast. According to the OED, very began its life as ME verray with an etymological connection with Aglo-Norman verrai, etc. and Old French verai, etc., ultimately traceable to Latin vērus 'true', as noted in 4.2 above. The OED lists the first attestation of the adjective very with a citation in c1250 which denoted possessing the true character with reference to person or deity. With the notion of 'truth' in its semantics, very soon develops into one carrying the emphatic meaning in denoting someone's qualification in the fullest sense (1384), and by c1400, it comes to mean 'extremity of degree or extent', a good descriptor for emphasis. Since adverbial derivation from adjectives is a productive process, soon after the adjective very is introduced (c1250), its derivative adverb verily comes into being, with its first citation dated c1340. Its basic semantics was 'in truth or verity; really' (OED).
It is noteworthy that soon afterwards, i.e., c1375, very acquires the function of an adverb to mean 'truly, really' and ultimately of purely intensive use for emphasis in
1567.
An intriguing aspect with the use of these two closely related lexemes is that soon after verily came to be used as an emphasis-marking adverb in c1340, the adjective very also became one, without any change in form. The innovative form very becomes dominant and the older form verily consequently becomes defunct. A natural query, then, is why this happened. This type of formal and functional interaction between related lexemes applies to not only the very-verily pair but also others listed in (31). A historical survey reveals that it is often the case that the -ly-counterparts constitute older usage whereas the shorter ones (adjectival, in form) are innovations. In this context, it is noteworthy that adjectives and adverbs have subtle yet consistent functional differences. There are two relevant issues involved, i.e. relevance and conceptual hierarchy.
The notion of 'relevance' first advanced by Bybee (1985) , in her study of verbal morphology, refers to significance of a modifier in relation to the modified. When there are multiple modifiers, their conceptual distance from the modified determines their respective positions. In fact, distance in syntagma plays an important role among linguistic forms for their role in integration in terms of their syntagmatic organization (cf. Langacker 1991: 439) . This leads to a general hypothesis that syntagmatic distance is an iconic reflection of the relation among linguistic forms. In this respect, adjectives are, vis-à-vis adverbs, conceptually closer to a nominal.
In terms of conceptual hierarchy of ontological entities, i.e., the relative degree of abstractness in human cognition, the notional distinctions among 'first-order', 'second-order', 'third-order' entities are useful. Adjectives are typical modifiers of first-order entities (persons, objects, etc.), whereas adverbs are typical modifiers of second-order entities (events, actions, states, etc.) or of third-order entities (propositions, facts, etc.) (cf. Mackenzie 2004: Ch. 94; 973-983) . In other words, adjectives tend to describe the qualities inherent in the object being described, whereas adverbs describe the non-inherent aspects of motion, state, or event, such as manner, degree, location, quantity, purpose, contingency, instrument, etc. In other words, adjectives have a higher level of 'semantic intimacy' with the noun being modified than adverbs, and the qualities described by adverbs tend to be more detached from the essence of the entity or event being referred to. This strongly suggests, though not conclusively, that the speakers have the conceptualization that the shorter forms are more appropriate for describing the essence of the modified, perhaps due to their formal resemblance to adjectives, as compared with the adverbs whose modification is relatively detached and non-essential and thus less powerful. This is an excellent case of form-function iconicity with conceptual motivation.
Frequency, novelty and renewal
Another issue involved in the development of the stance adverbs relates to frequency, novelty and renewal. Some studies suggest that frequency of use is the major or even the only source of linguistic change (Bybee and Hopper 2001 works therein, Krug 2001; Bybee 2003 Bybee , 2006 Bybee , 2007 Bybee , 2011 Bybee and Beckner 2009; Torres Cacoullos and Walker 2011) . However, Heine and Stolz (2008) and Heine (2009) , noting that the potential of frequency is limited, assert that creativity is a driving force of language innovation (see also Napoli 2003, Ch. 9 ). Frequency of use and creativity both carry relevance in the development of intensifiers. For instance, speakers of language are constantly under the pressure of expressivity and thus often resort to the use of intensifiers, unless the speech situation warrants more objective and toned down language use. Therefore, the overall frequency of intensifiers may remain at a reasonable degree. At the same time, when the frequency of a particular intensifier reaches the point where it becomes a cliché, the desired force will diminish and may eventually disappear, thus a need for a replacement arises. Thus we address these issues together.
For a quantitative analysis, the frequencies of intensifier tokens are taken from two representative corpora, the British National Corpus (BNC) and the Corpus of Contemporary American English (COCA). 12 The 66 intensifier rankings are shown in (32).
(32) Top 20 intensifiers per BNC and COCA frequency ranking (and frequency per million) 12 Frequency searches are based on the part of speech tagging of the intensifier, i.e., adverb, and thus may contain noises (cf. You are really so gentle with my mother (intensifier) vs. what really happened (non-intensifier), both taken from COCA). Wittouck (2011: 55) also presents frequent intensifiers from BNC and COCA, but due to the differences in inventory and search algorithm, e.g. limiting the target to collocation with adjectives, the results in her study are not consonant with the analysis presented here.
certainly 10 (194) 9 (146) absolutely 20 (58) As shown in (32), there is a correspondence in the inventories of the 20 most frequent intensifiers in British and American English, with a few exceptions, i.e., fairly, surely and totally (included in the BNC's top 20 only) and pretty, truly, and definitely (included in the COCA's top 20 only), thus nearly identical sets for the top 26 intensifiers. It is remarkable that the intensifier so is used as the absolutely most dominant form (see also Tagliamonte 2005 , Kuha 2005 ) in both varieties, a stark contrast with Stoffel's (1901: 101, 113 ) comment a century ago that so was still considered vulgar and a typical feminine expression (as cited in Wittouck 2011: 7).
Incidentally, there are intensifiers that seem to be used with a relatively higher frequency in one variety vis-à-vis the other (e.g. rather, quite, pretty, etc.), but we will discuss this issue later. In general, however, there is a high level of correspondence in intensifier uses between the two major varieties of English. A high level of correspondence is also observed in the patterns of supremacy by source categories and subcategories as shown in (33) (34) Source subcategory ranking by token frequency (normalized permillion)
As shown in (33), despite the minor difference in the ranking of the TABOO and EMOTION categories, the overall pattern is remarkably similar. Likewise, ranking patterns by the subcategory in the two varieties exhibit great similarity, as shown in (34), the only notable exception being the BLOOD subcategory (e.g.
bloody).
As noted in passing above, there are certain intensifiers that reflect predilection of the two varieties. When we sort the intensifiers focusing on their levels of comparative frequencies, we have a list as in (35). 13 (35) Briticism and Americanism in intensifier uses A quantitative analysis reveals that bloody, the usual suspect of Briticism (cf. Biber et al. 2000 Biber et al. [1999 ), ranks first in the contrast. Also found among Briticism are rather, sincerely, and fucking. Of these, fucking comes as a surprise considering previous studies (e.g. Mencken 1922) that assert higher use of taboo intensifiers in American English. The three instances of Americanism in intensifier uses are pretty, quite and incredibly, contradicting earlier studies (e.g. Biber et al. 2000: 567) that state that there is a clear preference for quite in British English. 14 Another intriguing issue is the diachronic development. Intensifiers are particularly susceptible to renewal (Stoffel 1901: 2; Quirk et al. 1985: 590; Peters 1994: 269; Hopper and Traugott 2003[1993] ). Intensifiers afford "a picture of fevered invention and competition that would be hard to come by elsewhere, for in their nature they are unsettled" (Bolinger 1972: 18) . In order to investigate the diachronic development of intensifiers, the COHA (Corpus of Historical American English), a corpus of 400 million words from the 1810s through 2000s, was used as a data source. Normalized frequency counts for 50 year periods for six intensifiers that have undergone a high level of increase or decrease are as shown in (36).
(36)
Frequency change of six high-frequency intensifiers from 1810s to 2000s (Frequency normalized to thousands, based on COHA)
The diagram in (36) shows the frequency change of the top five intensifiers in COCA. The normalized tokens of the first 50-year period (1810s-1850s) as compared with the last 50-year period (1960s-2000s) of these intensifiers show their increase or decrease rates: really (+249%), just (+219%), too (+13%), very (-40%) and so (-34%). It is particularly noticeable that the frequency of so is fast dropping, whereas those of just and really are fast rising. Considering that the first intensifier use of so dates back to 888 (see (18) above), the functional primacy of so for a millenium is 14 The discrepancies may arise for a number of reasons, but, most importantly, it may originate from the differences in part-of-speech (POS) tagging. For instance, a COCA string frequency search for super returns 2,117 instances that premodify adjectives, many of which are intuitively intensifiers (e.g. Fast food makes you super fat; I was super, super nervous; etc.), yet the item with a specified POS (adverb), i.e. "super_r" returns no hits. Similarly, a string frequency search for darn followed by an adjective returns 770 hits (e.g., They had a pretty darn good idea; we were darn sure nobody could see; etc.), but no hits with a specified POS (adverb); and a string search for hella followed by an adjective returns 10 hits (e.g., I been here hella long; it's hella sexy; she was hella cooler than I'd ever be; etc.) but, again, no hits with a specified POS (adverb). on its fast decline from the turn of the 20th century. Really, on the other hand, began its life in the 16th century and has been on a sharp increase during the past four centuries, and likewise just has been on a comparable increase since the early 18th century.
Other intensifiers that have undergone a high level of increase/decrease, i.e., 50% or higher, though not mapped in (37) for their low frequency, are: definitely (+1032%), actually (+165%), exactly (+111%), totally (+95%), pretty (+61%), completely (+52%), assuredly (-88%), entirely (-60%), superbly (-57%), and undoubtedly (-54%). If we look into the detail, an interesting picture emerges from the development of totally that records decrease by 36% (between 1810s-1850s and 1860s-1900s) and 7% (between 1860s-1900s and 1910s-1950s) , then a remarkable increase by 231% (between 1910s-1950s and 1960s-2000s) . Another notable intensifier is truly that records, in the periods partitioned above, remarkable decreases by 38% and 42%, and then turns around to an increase of 45%. These states of affairs point to the fact that the development of intensifiers is not uniformly unidirectional but may undergo fluctuation en route. We are not equipped with a measure to gauge the renewal rate of the intensifiers largely because of the absence of well-documented, reasonably large, balanced diachronic corpora covering an extended period of time, and partly because of the absence of modus operandi to quantify rates of change of linguistic forms that are inherently non-discrete in many aspects. However, based on the COHA that covers two centuries, we can see, though limited in scope, a picture of intensifiers that are in constant fluctuation. The rise and fall of intensifiers suggest that intensifiers are indeed susceptible to change because they are recruited to emphasize a part or whole of the speaker's intended message, and repeated use necessarily renders them trite and uninteresting, thus motivating renewal of alternate forms. However, such an ongoing pressure does not cause fast-paced renewal, considering that certain forms are surprisingly stable and enjoy the functional primacy over a long period of time (see the case of so above, and highly, which has been in use steadily from the 10th century).
Remaining issues
In the preceding discussion, we have looked at the diverse aspects of the development of English intensifiers. Since the primary objective of this study is to sketch the picture in large brush-strokes, explorations into the details of individual intensifiers are beyond the scope, but the details call for further investigation. In addition to the need for an in-depth study of individual forms, there are other issues that are left untreated for space limitation, which warrant a brief mention before we conclude the discussion.
The first issue is the development of discourse markers from intensifiers, e.g., indeed, actually, etc. Previous studies addressed the issue (e.g., Traugott and Dasher 2002; Haselow 2012; Defour 2010) . Athanasiadou (2007: 562) notes that elliptical answers, originally used for emphasis, tend to develop into discourse markers through subjectification, as shown in (37) Since these discourse markers are intricately related to intensifiers and their development often goes through the stage of intensifier formation, a comprehensive study of these discourse markers is called for in order to better understand the relationship between intensifiers and discourse markers.
The second issue involves the scope of the target inventory. There are numerous other linguistic forms that carry the intensification function, especially those that are in periphrastic forms, e.g. the hell, in the hell, the heck, the hell out of, in fact, etc.
The intensifier hella, included in the present research, is in fact a form the internal structure of which is still visible (hell of) or in spoken language the two forms are largely indistinguishable. A more dynamic picture of intensifiers, both in diachronic and synchronic dimensions, requires an in-depth study of these periphrastic forms in conjunction with their related forms.
Still another issue involves the functional relatives of intensifiers. For instance, attenuators (or moderators, mitigators) carry the function of marking the speaker's stance. For instance, nearly, somewhat, kind of, sort of, a bit of, a shred of, etc.
mark the stance in the reverse direction vis-à-vis intensifiers. There are other grammatical forms that bear similar functions, e.g., focus adverbs (only, etc.), additives (again, also, equally, etc.), restrictive-exclusives (alone, exactly, exclusively, etc.), restrictive-particularizers (chiefly, especially, notably, etc.) (see Quirk et al. 1985; Nevalainen 1991; among others) . Furthermore, similar functions may be performed by adjectives, e.g. perfect, complete, absolute, total, etc. (Athanasiadou 2007; Ghesquière 2010; among others) . An investigation of these stance markers in the adverb and adjective categories is in need in order to understand the ubiquitous stance phenomena in a more comprehensive way.
Summary and conclusion
This study addressed the development of stance adverbs in English from a grammaticalization perspective. Certain English adverbs carry the stance-marking function, especially in the domain of illocutionary modification. Based on the definition of intensifiers as those that mark the speaker's stance of intensification in attitudinal, epistemic, emotional and evidential domains, an inventory of 72 intensifiers was formed for analysis.
A semantic analysis revealed that these intensifiers come from four major semantic categories, i.e., MARKEDNESS, COMPLETENESS, EMOTION, and TABOO, which are then further subcategorized into 18 classes, i.e., SURPASSING, INSANITY, DIMENSION, ABILITY, VIVIDNESS, VIRTUE, IRREALIS, ENTIRETY, ABSENCE OF OBSTRUCTION, REALITY, ATTAINMENT, FEAR, FERVOR, BLOOD, DEATH, CURSE, HELL, and SEX. In the course of the development, the intensifiers in general lose their particular meanings and retain only the core categorial notions that attribute to the acquisition of intensification meaning, often through subjectification and intersubjectification (interactivity).
We also observed that there is a form-function iconicity between the -ly-suffixed form and its bare counterparts, normally one isomorphic with the adjective. The strategic choice of the adjectival form over the adverbial form is hypothesized to have been motivated by the categorial conceptualization that adjectives, vis-à-vis adverbs, tend to encode more essential qualities of entities, states and events, thus carrying more descriptive power than the adverbs, whose semantics is more detached and, thus, weaker in power.
Based on contemporary data sources, this study showed that British and American varieties of English exhibit a remarkable level of correspondence in categorial and functional primacy of individual intensifiers, even though there are a few intensifiers that exhibit Briticism (bloody, rather, sincerely, undoubtedly and fucking) and Americanism (pretty, quite and incredibly). Drawing upon historical data, this study also noted that intensifiers are particularly susceptible to renewal because of the easy loss of the novelty value, thus creating instability for intensifiers.
However, we also noted that such linguistic instability does not bring forth fast-paced renewal, as is well shown by certain intensifiers (e.g. so and highly) that have long remained in this functional domain with relatively stable productivity for over a millenium.
